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FXECTION 

Applicant elects, with traverse , what the Examiner has characteri7£d as "Invention F', 
deemed drawn to a current monitoring system, and corresponding to claims I -22 and 3 1 -45. 
Applicant further elects, witli traverse, what tlie Examiner has characterized as "Species A" of 
Fig. 1, and corresponding to claims 1-22 and 3 1 -45 readable thereon. 

REMARKS 

The Examiner has identified two inventions in the pending claims. The Examiner's 
classification of the inventions include Group I consisting of ch^ims 1-22 and 31-45 dravm to a 
current monitoring system, and classified by the Examiner in class 324, subclass 117H, and 
Group 11 consisting of claims 23-30 drawn to a method for determining current flow through <ui 
electrical patli, and classified by the Examiner in class 324, subclass 1 1 7r. 

The Examiner restricted hiventions I and II under MPEP §806.05(h) as product and 
process of use. MPEP §806.05(h) states tliat the "burden is on the examiner to provide an 
example, but the example need not be documented." While Inventions I and II can be shown to 
be distinct if "the product as claimed can be used in a materially dif&r^it process" (Id.X the 
Examiner stated that "the apparatus of group 1 can be practiced with difiPerent method steps other 
than the method steps of group II.*' Office Action, p. 2. However, Applicant is unsure what 
"different method steps" the Examiner is referring to? Merely stating that the product can be 
practiced with a process other than the process of use does .^Qt provide an example of such a 
process. As such, the restriction as set forth in the Office Action has not been satisfied, and the 
burden has not shifted to Applicant. 

MPEP §806.05(h) further states that "[i]f the applicant either proves or provides a 
convincing argument that the alternative use suggested by the examiner cannot be accomplished, 
the burden is on the examiner to support a viable alternative use or withdraw the requirement." 
However, tfic Examiner has provided no example of an alternative use to which the Applicant can 
respond. It is not possible tor Applicant to prove or provide a convincing argument that the 
alternative use suggested by the examiner cannot be accomplished if tiie Examiner' has not 
provided the alternative use- 
Therefore, while Applicant has elected Invention 1 to satisfactorily and completely 
respond to the Examiner's Office Action, the restriction of Inventions T and IT cannot stand and 
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must be withdrawn because the Examiner has failed lo identify an alternative use as required by 
MPHP §806,05(h). 

The Rxaminer, however^ has furdier required an election of species if Invention I is 
elected. Therefore, even though the restriction above fails to satisfy the Examiner's burden. 
Applicant nevertheless has elected the "species" of Fig. 1 to completely respond to the Office 
Action. The Exajnincr stated that "rclurrcntly, it appears that no claim is generic." Office 
Action, p. 3. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

A generic claim reads on each species illustrated in a patent applicalion. See MP£P 
§806.04(d). Claims U 12» 3 U and 45 read on each of the species as identified by the Examiner 
and, as such, are each generic. 

Therefore, while the Examiner has required an election of species, an election of '^Species 
A," as identified by the Examiner, includes claims 1 -22 and 3 1 -45, which read fhereon. 

For all thc$«; reasons^ Applicant respectfully requests rejoinder of alt claims, of each 
group. The Examiner is invited to call Ihe undersigned to discuss this Election or any other 
matters regarding (his application to further prosecution. 



Respectfully submitted^ 




Kent L. Baker 
Registration No. 52,584 
Phone 262-376-5170 ext. 15 
klb(alzpspatentsxom 



Dated: September .2005 
Attorney Docket No.: RTC7455-064 

P.O. ADDRESS: 

Ziolkowski Patent Solutions Group, SC 
14135 North Ccdarburg Road 
Mequon, Wl 53097-1416 
262-376-5170 
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